Patent Application No.: 1 0/674.04 \ 
Customer No, 23,6% 



11 

REMARKS/ARGUMENTS 
Status of the Claims 

Claims 20-63 arc; curreniiy pending in the application. Clainis .70, 32, ^4. md 62-63 are 
independent. Applicants request reconsideration and allowance of the pending claims. 

Applicants herein incorporate by reference, in their emirety^ any and all previous remarks 
related to the pending rejections and references. 

Rejectioas Uader 35 iJ.S.C, § i03(a) 

The Examiner rejected claims 20-63 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Autei-mana (L.S. Patent No. 6,232^874 hcreinafler, "Autermann"') in vie\^ of IVluq^hy (l;,S. 
PaJent No ^ 2"?2,S''4 hereninfler ''Muqihy""') and Tamsr (1" S. Patent Publicdhon No. 
2004/0220807 heicniafter 'Taimr") and further in \ie\v of Joao {U.S. Pubhcatxon No. 
2003/020^6 1 02 hereinafter, '*Joao"). Applicants respectfully traverse these rejections. 

Claims 20, 32, and 44 recite, inter alia^ "transmitting said vehicle operator identification 
niiormation a remote location foi viiid.ith v-i and lecciving fiom sajd lenivitc kxatjon a reply 
mcbsagc spccitNmg which of saul selected functions the operatoi is validated to operate and 
specifying at leaf;t one action to be taken to indicate the validation to the vehicle operator /' 
(Emphasis added). Applicants respectfiiily submit that none of the cited references, either 
nidn idualiy or in combination, teach or suggest all of the features of independent claims 20, 32. 
and 44. 
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In ihc cunent otnco action, ihe iixaminer admits that Autermajin does not \p!iL-jtly 
disclose a rcpl>- ms-ssagc" having the above recited feattires. In an attempt to cm-e the 
deficiencies of Autermann, the Examiner cites Murphy, Tamir, and Jaao. In response. 
Applicants again submit that the combination of Tainir with Autcrmami and Murphy is improper. 
For cxampk-. as {he Fvammcr mdicates. lamir leaches "performmg vahdation at the local user's 
doMCt;;- whicii Apphcmts submit li compiotdy the opposite of what is recited in claims 20. ,^2, 
and 44. In addition, if the combination of Autermann, Murphy, and Tamir is improper, then 
adding ioao also results in an improper combination, 

Fven if the cfimbsnation t>f references is proper. Joao, which is a ncwK cited reference, 
allegedly teaches "spccirvmg at Ica.'^t one action to be taken to indicate the validation of the 
vehide operator," QA at 4. Without admitting whether Joao teaches what tlie Examiner alleges. 
Applicants submit that independent claims 20, 32, and 44 recite "speciiying at least one action to 
be iakui to iiuiicdte the validation to Uie vehicle opcratoi." (cmphasjs added) not "oi^ ttu* 
operator." Joao docs not teach or suggest spccifj-ing an action to be taken s>o ii.s to indicate the 
validation to the vehide operator, nor does the Examiner allege such a teaching. The Examiner 
also does not indicate where sach a teaching can be found in any of the other cited reierence.s. 

Therefore. Applicants submit that none of the cited reference;, either mdrviduallx or in 
combination, teach or suggest all of the features ot ind^endent claims 20, .^2, and 44 and thus 
these claims are allowable. AIsOk Applicaiits submit that dependent claims 21-31, 33-43, and 45- 
6 i are also allowable, at least tor depending from allowable base claims. 

With icspcvt to mdopondcnt claims 62 and 63. Applicants submit that none of the cited 
references teach or sug^st all of the features of independent ciaims 62-63. For example, claim 
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62 leciles, ink'y alia^ "'coniigured lo generate a notification of the validation and to Ifansnut the 
notification to a third pt«ty" and claim 63 recites simiiar featuxes. In the office action, the 
Examiner alleges that the recitation of ''generating a notification of the validation for a third 
party" is a design choice, OA at 4. Applicants respectfully disagree. The Examiner may not 
snnp!> allege Ihfjst the \ahddtion can he frjnc;niittcd or icccivcd anywhere without support then 
conchidc this feature is a de^sign choice in addition. Appiicants submit that design choice reldles 
to omamentation, not to functionality as appears to be alleged by the Examiner, See, MPEP 
§2144.04, Further, claims 62 and 63 positively recite that the validation is transmitted to a third 
party (e.g . a dispatcher, the vehicle oh'tut, etc. instead of the \ehicle opct'ator) fiom a remote 
location, which ss not taught by an\ of the references. Thcretbre, Apphcants submit that 
independent claims 62-63 are aJ so allowable over the cited art. 
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Applicants believe that the present applicatum is now in condition for allovumc^;. Such 
allowance is respectfully solicited. 

Please grant any extensions of time required to eater this response a«d charge any 
additional required fees to our Deposit Accomvt 17-0026, 



QUALCOMVI incorporated 
5 PS Morehouse DriN'e 
Nan V>K\io ( .fljfornia ^)212I 
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CONCXUSlOiV 



Respect fu lly submitted , 





Ash '4 1 . P<itel 
Reg. No. 53,440 
(85S) 658-2585 



